Abstract: This article makes a case for incorporating the concept of 'Critical Security History' (CSH) into security studies. While history plays a powerful role in a cornucopia of security stories, we contend that it often goes unnoticed in scholarly research and teaching. Against this backdrop, we present a detailed way to study how history is told and enacted in non-linear ways. To do this, the article outlines how CSH can contribute to securitization and ontological security studies. As shown, this lens casts a new light on the legacies of (de)securitization processes and how they are commemorated. It also illustrates that ontological security studies have only begun to call into question the concept of historicity. Working through these observations, the article marshals insights from Halvard Leira's notion of 'engaged historical amateurism' to entice scholars interested in 'doing' CSH. While acknowledging that this research agenda is hard to achieve, our study of the 2012 Sarajevo Red Line project helps to illustrate the added value of trying to 'do' CSH in theory and in practice. We end with some reflections for future research and continued conversations. This article is prompted by a wish to explore how histories are never fully secure. At first glance, this objective may appear to be too simple. Everyone knows that history does not abide to a linear arc even if victors construct it. It is also plain that "facts do not speak for themselves". 5 On the contrary, a wide canon of scholarly work has already exposed how histories are told, remembered and forgotten in selective ways. 6 As Jenny Edkins put it, "producing a narrative is a In a follow-up study, Steele noted that CSH would involve, "focusing on the ways in which history is recalled and remembered". 14 However, neither of his studies bring different critical security approaches into conversation with each other. Nor do they fully address the inherent difficulties posed by doing CSH in theory and in practice.
Introduction
disrupt these linkages he draws from additional historical accounts. This generates alternative 'ifthen' propositions that allow readers to imagine another cause for why the Japanese surrendered. 13 In a follow-up study, Steele noted that CSH would involve, "focusing on the ways in which history is recalled and remembered".
14 However, neither of his studies bring different critical security approaches into conversation with each other. Nor do they fully address the inherent difficulties posed by doing CSH in theory and in practice.
To overcome these limitations, this article engages with two central approaches in critical security studies -securitization and ontological security. Obviously, these are not the only two approaches we could have chosen. Postcolonial security studies continue to challenge Western 11 There are multiple and competing ways to define 'dominant', 'prevalent', 'hegemonic' and/or 'grand narratives'. Our conceptualisation of a 'master narrative' draws directly on the work of Paul Nesbitt-Larking who defines them as, "socially embedded and broadly shared frameworks of knowledge and experience that are understood and communicated in the form of stories". See Paul Nesbitt-Larking, "The Ideological Work of Narratives", Political Psychology 38(3): (2017), p. 571-578. 12 securitization and ontological security scholars have highlighted the powerful role played by language, images 23 and material actants. 24 All of these features are compatible with our attempt to develop a more robust CSH approach. Second, we argue that securitization and ontological security approaches contain a limited focus on history that can be further developed via CSH. Engaging with securitization, for instance, reminds us that the legacies of (de)securitization are all difficult to leave behind or navigate going forwards. Turning towards ontological security studies we remake the case for starting with the concept of 'historicity' left unproblematized and unpacked in earlier studies. 25 The remainder of article proceeds as follows. First, we make a case for why CSH is necessary to unpack causal historical narratives in IR. The next section focuses on the implications of putting history center stage in the lively debates occurring in securitization studies. The third section explores the productive inroads that become possible when CSH and ontological security are put into conversation with one another. Building on Halvard Leira's notion of 'engaged historical amateurism' 26 the final section reflects on the 2012 Sarajevo Red Line project to tentatively illustrate how these ideas might be put into action. The conclusion draw together the major claims of the article and reflects on how to continue CSH conversations in critical security studies and beyond.
, they simply moved to study other causes. By extension, their 'new' perspective foregrounded additional factors, including Mikhail Gorbachev's reform efforts and the 'increasingly superior performance of the Western economic system', to determine why the Cold War ended and who 'won'.
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Most 'critical' security history is of this nature -exchanging one cause for another. 
Looking for Critical Security History in Securitization Studies
According to the Copenhagen School, security pivots around the social construction of threats. Adopting a speech act approach, they analyse how agents speak security to convince audiences that extraordinary measures may need to be used to ensure the survival of a valued referent object. 42 While advancing this agenda, however, the Copenhagen School openly caution against security being "idealized". 43 Desecuritization is therefore presented as an, "optimal-long range" strategy for returning issues back into the political realm. 44 The inclusion of this exit strategy in their original framework implies that they never intended for securitization to last forever.
Jumping to this conclusion, however, does not helps us to consider the legacies of securitization, In parallel, it is well placed to contributes to 'second generations' claims that (de)securitization does not unfold in a linear way. 45 Subsequent literature has framed securitization as an ongoing process with no clear beginning or ending. 46 In this vein, Philippe Bourbeau and Juha A. Vuori have suggested that very attention has been paid to instances in which "desecuritization arise before security -when securitization is brewing. 47 At the same time,
Jonathan Luke Austin and Philippe Beaulieu-Brossard have suggested that securitization and desecuritization can occur simultaneously. 48 For them, simultaneity can occur through 'splitting speech acts'.
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We believe that CSH complements Bourbeu and Vuori's attempt to excavate the "formative powers" that precede and condition (de)securitization processes from the start.
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Nevertheless, one could still clarify how we go about accumulating clues of what counts as 'prior'
and, "where exactly to temporarily locate a [causal] mechanism". 51 From a CSH perspective it is essential that we do not romanticize vocabularies that drawn clear lines between (de)securitizing moves because we all speak with, "an inherited set of voices". 52 We also propose that CSH pushes us to acknowledge that neat splits are almost impossible to accomplish. From this perspective, every synergy and/or rupture that emerges during a (de)securitization processes is shaped by an unacknowledged yet omnipresent historicity.
In many ways these discussions collapse back into earlier concerns around the Copenhagen
School's approach to context. 53 However, while context has become a buzzword in 'second generation' debates, far less calls have been made for (de)securitization process to be historicised.
The point being made here is emphatically not that that history has been completely written out of securitization studies. Certainly Matti Jutila has already explore the relationships between history, securitization and identity. 54 His work has also identified that, "political actors use various One explanation for why history is not always adequately captured is our preoccupation with "securing catastrophic futures". 64 Our hunch, however, is that this line of argument starts to unravel very quickly when it is put into a broader context. In the end, futuristic gazes do not make history redundant. This is because discussions and visions of the future always interact and coexist with past experiences, memories, disputes and struggles. To mention just one example, Martin
Shaw has noted, "the Second World War remains the main historical reference point for understanding contemporary warfare and, relatedly, the international system in the twenty-first century". 65 This observation reminds us that war does not simply reside on the battlefield or end.
Their legacies can linger and be experienced by different people in elusive ways. 66 As Duncan Bell notes, "the fugitive traces of memory long outlast the sound of the guns". 67 If this point holds, then the links between (de)securitization and commemoration warrant much greater attention than they are currently afforded.
Taking these ideas in a slightly different direction brings us in contact with what we term mutual (de)securitization processes. While the concept of countermoves and contestation has gained a lot of traction in securitization studies far less attention has been given to the layers of mutual (re)enactment, (re)telling and (re)calling that are often in play in every securitization game. 68 Even when securitization is 'declared' to be over we still find highly institutionalized, choreographed and ritualized process of recalling and reliving what happened during securitization.
As Maria Mälksoo has already noted, "'our memory must be defended' emerges as a variation of the omnipresent security discourse, as another ringtone of the familiar 'society' must be defended 'logic'". 69 Paying attention to how older securitizations are relived and retold opens up the possibility for intergenerational (de)securitization processes through which images, beliefs, experiences, objects, lessons, traumas and much more get passed down from one generation to the next. These encounters do not have to be explicit. Instead, they may become 'mundane matters' These observation raises anew the question of whether or not desecuritization is possible.
For Andreas Behnke the goal is to break the ritualistic chain in order to allow securitization to fade away. 72 For if we continue to participate in the same securitized game (whether they are historical or contemporary) there is a real danger that we never exit securitization. This echoes Catherine
Charrett's claim that, 'securitisation is maintained through its own ritualised mechanisms of measuring and judging the performance of the marked threat.' 73 Taking these repetitive aspects a step further she argues that securitizing actors find it difficult to step outside their prior 'discursive order' or provide dissenting views. 74 Understanding securitization in this way, however, downplays and precludes the constant possibility for contestation and even fissures in the ritual. As Ido Oren and Ty Solomon note, 'the audience is not akin to students in an academic lecture hall or to theatergoers who are mostly performed to." 75 As such, their discussion of ritual allows for multivocality and, in turn, contestation since, 'the complexity and uncertainty of securitising phrases thus make it possible for them to be adopted and chanted by people who do not share political values and who do not see eye to eye on the securitisation of the issue at stake.'
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Two implications follow from this section. First, CSH calls attention to how certain securitized stories become ritualized and collectively remembered. Second, it establishes that there is no straightforward way to understand how history is securitized or desecuritized a particular point in time or in a particular place. Looking at such dynamics is likely to make CSH be a valuable area of future research for ontological security studies, to which we now turn. 
Recollecting Historicity and Critical Security History in Ontological Security Studies
Ontological security studies (OSS) is another evolving field in critical security studies.
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As Stuart Croft notes, "it has become as multidisciplinary work space". 78 Overall these debates focus on the practices through which agents order their environments and their Selves. As Steele suggests, '[…] the mere act of recognizing ourselves is the first of many in a process meant to extract who we are from what surrounds us. 79 Of course, narration is an act of representation -not only of the Self (as fleeting as that may be) but of others and all within the social environment. It allows actors to acquire and maintain a consistent biographical narrative and identity, even if they are harmful or self-defeating. 80 Yet the striving for ontological security does not guarantee its attainment. The chaos and speed of late modernity, and bewildering variety of methods and avenues for representation and counter-representation, place any narrative ordering under constant attack. Within OSS these critical situations are theorized as moments of 'radical disjunctions of an unpredictable kind affecting substantial numbers of individuals', disturbing the routines so vital to ordering the Self and (with) its environment. 81 Such critical situations -likened to the crises theorized in IR -disrupt narratives and conceptualizations of the Self. 82 In these moments, new models or analogies can take hold for agents seeking to re-order the Self in the face of a critical situation, lest identity be upended altogether.
Two key concepts within Giddensian-inspired uses of OSS relate to CSH, namely (auto)biographical narratives and 'historicity' (the use of history to make history). The biographical narrative is what Giddens also terms the ''narrative of the self'': the story or stories through which trail of former Bosnian Serb commander Ratko Mladić should be seen, although some years on the ground has shifted fundamentally. 92 Third, OSS focuses on the ways in which insecurity is generated by a whole host of factors not all connected to 'conventional' security stories. Just like its ability to order a social world that seems chaotic and beyond our control, narratives (including master narratives) help order a past that seems endless and infinite in its details and trajectories. Ontological insecurity about the present can thus be attended to through with a connection to the past. Fourth, and related, OSS calls our attention to the politics of identity involved in the making of history, and why the dynamics of causal narratives regarding specific historical events is about more than 'just' those events. To begin, they are about narrating a past Self as an aspirational one. As Steele noted, 'historical narratives function to order and routinize the Self of individuals and collectives'. 93 In doing so, they can, 'paper over particular urges. These urges can be ever-so-slightly revealed when narratives are disturbed, including emotional drives connected to notions of revenge and lost honor'. 94 Taking all of these points into consideration, a CSH approach drawn from OSS has to not only be aware of the importance of narratives for all agents who engage them for organizing the past in the context of a security-seeking present. It also has to acknowledge recent critiques that have emerged within ontological security studies over problems of narration. 95 First, narratives are exclusive not only of the events that they select against others but also of the others against which the narrative finds its political power. Already Will K. Delehanty and Brent J. Steele have pointed out the importance of gender in the constitution of biographical narratives of political communities.
Chris Rossdale goes further, suggesting that the, "contiguous and stable narratives of selfhood, can (violently) obscure the ways in which such narratives are themselves implicated in power relations". 96 Elsewhere Nick Vaughan-Williams has called for a 'hauntological security' approach, 'that pays keen interest in what is left out, unsaid, excluded, and/or undermined in service of claims made to secure a biographical narrative of the self'. 97 This requires looking into how, "fixing a causal narratives persuade people that certain historical events happened in a certain way. What
This temporary installation illustrates the inherent difficulties of leaving what happened
'then' in the past. As Katelyn E. Giovannucci writes, "Red plastic chairs seem so simple, but 11, 541 of them can be overwhelming. A stage full of performers also seems ordinary, but the fact that they are playing to a dead audience is anything but that". 115 What is equally apparent in this particular case is how older securitization stories and biographic narratives are passed down from one generation to the next. These active processes of collective (re)telling reaffirm that desecuritization is difficult to achieve. For example, although the installation presented an opportunity to commemorate those who had died, the effects made it hard to ignore the issues of trauma, loss and victimhood it raised.
Trying to remember what happened in the streets of Sarajevo complicate any attempts to split securitizing and desecuritizing plotlines or determine what counts as a 'prior' experience. In reality, we cannot rule out the possibility this space may always contain securitized stories even if they change over time. Put differently, peace and war may have to coexist awkwardly. This may make us uncomfortable. It is not the typical way we have been socialized into thinking about peace, (de)securitization or ontological (in)security. However, this article has already shown that memory, securitization and historicity intersect in ways that does not guarantee stability. Their interrelationship are ambiguous precisely because no guidelines exist a priori.
Adopting a CSH perspective, it is important to acknowledge what we do not see or hear in these images. To be sure, "the photograph provides a quick way of apprehending something and a compact form for memorizing it". 116 In contexts like Bosnia, however, they also have the potential to perpetuate threat perceptions and ontological insecurity. Rather than trying to run away from this reality CSH allows for the possibility that these images will affect certain groups and individuals in different ways and at different times. Other questions also arise. What do these images tell us about the conflict? Whose stories do they tell? Whose chair is missing? 117 What remains invisible in these snapshots? Do they allow us to access the soundscape of the choir, classical music and 750 school children signing during this commemoration? Did this commemoration create reconciliation and desecuritization? Time should be dedicated to answering these questions in the classroom, conference and everyday sites. More broadly, we need to be realistic enough in these conversations to realise that these images can only ever attempt to convey a snapshot of a much larger picture that we may never fully know, see, feel or touch.
On some level, CSH provides security scholars with is way to address this reality. It opens a pathway for histories, identities and memories to remain insecure. From a linguistic perspective, this approach acknowledges that speech acts and (de)securitization can empower certain speaker while diluting the voice of others. 118 Equally it confronts the question of silence from another angle.
As notes Jay Winter imagery can (and frequently does) escape the confines of written language.
The Sarajevo Red line is a strong example of how visuals demand attention. 119 
Continued and Continual CSH Conversations
Security and history are topics that people will perennially encounter. Despite our best efforts, we cannot leave either of them behind. Evidently, the end of the Cold War continues to shape disciplinary debates in security studies and public perceptions fear in ways that are hard to measure. As John Gerard Ruggie argues, "the year 1989 has already become a convenient historical marker […] to indicate the end of the postwar era". 121 Reflecting on how the 'war on terrorism'
was constructed Richard Jackson also suggests that this phrase has become, "accepted as part of the way things naturally are and should be". 122 Throughout this article, we have shown that such "become a powerful tool for authorities as well as other social groups to preserve certain memories and conceal others".
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Our aim in this article has been to develop a CSH approach that can question masternarratives. We can see from the example of the Bosnian conflict that there is no automaticity in how security stories are told or remembered. This gives us room to unsettle and potentially transform the engrained assumptions about well-known historical events. At the same time, we have been careful not to leapfrog over the question of causality altogether. CSH openly acknowledges that reified, routinized and ritualized narrative have, "fostered certainty about how one could define, prosecute and win future conflicts". 124 Given that causal narratives play an important role in developing that certainty, it is not enough to simply try to substitute one cause with another cause or foreground agency.
This focus has broader implications for security studies. In the first instance, this article adds substantially to our understanding of securitization and ontological security studies. By foregrounding the powerful role that history continues to play in the social construction of threats fear, we contributed to recent efforts to frame (de)securitization as an ongoing process with no clear beginning or ending. Rather than assuming that actors can successfully close one securitization story or split simultaneous (de)securitizing moves, we need to be vigilant and open-minded when it comes to putting ambiguity rather than causality at the center of discussions about ritualized histories, commemorations and contexts.
An additional promise we have identified in this article is the ability of CSH to unsettle biographic narratives and identities that hold special significance because they offer a "useable past". 125 In this respect, it can contribute to recent trends in OSS to investigate the history, memory and emotions via the concept of nostalgia. 126 Our analysis has also shown that CSH opens up a way for more research to be done on the concept of historicity. This connects to recent attempts in OSS to problematize the notion of a coherent 'Self' being possible in the first place.
It also seems quite clear that a fuller understanding of CSH necessitates cultivating 'a spirit of engaged amateurism' 127 that can be practiced in a wide variety of micropolitical settings. In this light, events that unfold in our research conversations with fellow scholars, students and even strangers hold implications for exploring how master-narratives are learnt, told, remembered and challenged. Moreover, we believe that the critical security studies approaches that we could not cover in this paper offer versatile entry points to study and 'do' CSH in a number of relational spaces and interconnected sites. Taking this invitation seriously creates another avenue of future research; the silences that all stories produce and the (in)visibility of who is left out. To illustrate why these issues matter to CSH it is worthwhile to return briefly to what happened and is happening in Bosnia.
Using the two photographs of the 2012 Sarajevo Red Line project, we demonstrated that history and security are interconnected in complex ways. In this context, their interplay pushes us to reconsider how justice and reconciliation can be achieved in this region. As Jasna Dragovic-Soso notes, "the history of the failed TRC project in Bosnia holds important lessons for ongoing truthseeking attempts". 128 Further research needs to be done to uncover how past atrocities will be collectively remembered, narrated and contested in Bosnia. Looking ahead, it is not clear whether overt practices of memorialization will upset and discredit official attempts to narrate this conflict as something that happened in the past. Our analysis definitely speaks to a more complex story of desecuritization and biographical continuity, one that pays tribute to the unassailable struggles over the senses of wrong and injustices produced to establish an "official history/memory".
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All of this bring us back to where we began. Quite unexpectedly, Valentin Inzko premonitions may have come at precisely the right time. If we listen, they testify to the unmistakably difficulties of burying, "traumatic fragments that still defy narrative reconstruction and exceed comprehension." 130 Instead of implying that a harmonious community can be restored in Bosnia, CSH endorses a multivocal and multiperspectivst approaches that elides any, 'policing' mentality that denotes the limitations of what is sayable or thinkable and the boundaries beyond which the unsayable lies". 131 In this effort, we invite readers to constantly question who is narrating security stories and history in this context and elsewhere. Is it a speaker? Or an image? Or a chair?
Or history itself?
